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1.  Reclamation designed mitigation into the Improved Efficiencies Alternative, which 
has been selected as the Preferred Alternative.  This alternative would include measures 
to institute BMPs and to implement water conservation, would make water available for 
other uses besides irrigation, and would set up a public process to determine uses for the 
saved water (see pp. 22-24 in the EIS).  Furthermore, the analyses in the EIS determined 
that impacts of the Improved Efficiencies Alternative wouldn’t be significant and thus 
don’t warrant mitigation beyond those described in the alternative.
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2.  As stated on p.  93 of the EIS, lack of access below Angostura Dam affects 
recreational use of the river, limiting shoreline fishing, canoeing, and camping 
(estimates of river-related recreation below the dam were unavailable).  Because of 
this factor—and because of the high level of recreation at Angostura Reservoir—river 
recreation downstream of the dam was not included in the draft EIS.  Improvement in 
river recreation downstream of the dam in the Reestablishment of Natural Flows Below 
the Dam Alternative will be added to the final EIS (p. 154).  This improvement could 
partly offset the adverse effects to reservoir recreation in this alternative.  Benefits and 
costs of ecological impacts were not included in the EIS because ecological changes along 
the river would be very gradual and would be dependent on land use in the area.  Any 
economic benefits from these ecological changes would be minute.  However, Table 4.18, 
showing impacts on South Dakota’s endangered, threatened, and rare plants and animals, 
will be used in the final EIS to qualitatively evaluate potential ecological benefits and 
costs.

3.  Reclamation considered Environmental Justice and Indian Trust Assets in the 
NEPA process through direct consultation with the OST, CRST, and LBST (p. 1 of the 
EIS).  OST concerns were first solicited in 1996, and Reclamation agreed to do an EIS at 
their behest.  The OST, CRST, and LBST were among the cooperating agencies on this 
EIS (p. 5), and Reclamation concluded government-government agreements with each 
Tribe (p. 168).  Scoping meetings (pp. 167-168) and public hearings were held on each 
reservation.  Finally, Reclamation entered into a grant agreement with the OST to collect 
information for this EIS (Appendix Z).

4.  Impacts of river flows on groundwater will be added to Chapter Four of the final 
EIS.  Impacts to riparian vegetation can be found on pp. 139-141 of the EIS, impacts to 
wetlands on pp. 141-142.

5.  Two of the alternatives would change releases from the reservoir to the river, and 
therefore have the potential to affect sediment.  The Reestablishment of Natural Flows 
Below the Dam Alternative would increase annual releases by almost 100% in comparison 
to the No Action Alternative (p. 119 and p. 115 of the EIS, respectively), and would 
probably reduce the length of the Cheyenne River, increase exposed sediment, and reduce 
the area coverage of riparian vegetation (p. 139).  The Improved Efficiencies Alternative 
would increase annual releases from 2-471⁄2% (Table 4.10).  It would probably cause the 
length of the river to decrease while reducing the area coverage of riparian vegetation 
(p. 140).  Impacts to groundwater will be added to the final EIS; impacts to riparian 
vegetation (pp. 139-141), wetlands (pp. 141-142), and wildlife (pp. 143-145) are in the 
EIS.

6.  Impacts to wetlands are discussed on pp. 141-142 of the draft EIS and wildlife 
impacts on pp. 143-145.  Impacts on riparian vegetation can be found on pp. 139-
141.  These sections together depict the environmental impacts that would occur in 
the Reestablishment of Natural Flows Below the Dam Alternative, as well as the other 
alternatives.  A section on the ecological benefits and costs of the alternatives will be 
added to “Social and Economic Conditions” in Chapter Four of the final EIS.

7.  Though direct and indirect effects were not separated in the EIS, Reclamation 
believes these impacts were analyzed adequately in the “Threatened or Endangered 
Species” section of the EIS.

8.  A summary of the reasons culturally important plants would not be affected can be 
found on p. 157 of the EIS.  The Tribe’s beliefs about the effect of the Angostura Unit 
on culturally important plants is on pp. 98-99.

9.  Comments on cumulative impacts were discussed with EPA May 15, 2001.  These 
sections will be revised in the final EIS to be as specific as possible and to show how 
cumulative impacts could differ from environmental factor to environmental factor.
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